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AMENDMENTS TO THE DRA WINGS 

Figures 1, 2A, 2B, 3, 10, 15, 16A, and 16 B are amended to identify with reference 
numbers features shown in the figures. 



Attachment: Replacement Sheet(s) 
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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

In response to the Office Action mailed October 28, 2005, Applicants propose to 
amend their application and request reconsideration in view of the proposed Amendment 
and following remarks. 

Claims 7-10 are allowed and therefore do not need further discussion. 

Claim 1 was rejected as indefinite with the Examiner asserting that the patent 
application does not describe "in the specification" the gaps between closest pairs of 
permanent magnets as in claim 1. However, the presence of those gaps is part of the 
original disclosure of the patent application because those gaps were depicted in many of 
the original figures. The drawings form a part of the original disclosure. MPEP 608. 
The Examiner clearly recognizes the existence of those gaps in the figures in citing like 
gaps in figures of the Japanese patent publications that are discussed below with regard to 
the prior art rejections. 

In this Amendment, the drawing figures are amended merely to add reference 
characters pointing to those illustrated gaps. Likewise, the specification is amended to 
mention those gaps, employing the reference characters added to the figures. Since these 
amendments merely describe what was disclosed in the patent application as filed, as 
recognized by one of skill in the art, in view of the prior art, no new matter is added by 
either the drawing or specification amendments. The sentences added to the disclosure 
fulfill the requirements of 35 USC 112, first paragraph in terms of written description 
complementing the original disclosure of the patent application. Thus, the rejection of 
claim 1 pursuant to 35 USC 1 12 is overcome by these amendments. 

Claims 3 and 6 were stated to be allowable if rewritten in independent form. In 
this Amendment claim 6 is rewritten in independent form as amended claim 1 . Thus, that 
claim and its dependent claims 2 and 3 should be immediately allowed. In this 
Amendment claim 3 is amended in view of the combination of claims 1 and 6 in order to 
avoid redundant limitations in amended claim 1 and claim 3. While amended claim 3 no 
longer appears in the form previously presented, that claim is clearly patentable as 
depending from amended claim 1, a claim conceded to be patentable. 
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Claim 5 is rewritten in independent form retaining its original number. New claim 
1 1 is added, depending from claim 5 and copied from claim 2. This new claim 1 1 is 
interposed between claim 5 and claim 4, which is now dependent from claim 1 1, to 
ensure proper antecedent basis for the terms of claim 4. 

In view of the foregoing amendments, only the prior art rejection of claim 5 
remains pertinent. If amended claim 5 is patentable, then so are its dependent claims 1 1 
and 4. Since claim 5 has been rewritten in independent form, no new issue can be raised 
by the claim 5 presented here. 

Claim 5 was rejected as unpatentable over Nishiyama (JP 2000-208286) in view of 
Fukushima (U.S. Patent 6,657,349), and further in view of Mitsuboshi (JP 8-251847). 
This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 5 was previously rejected over Nishiyama in view of Fukushima. In the 
Office Action mailed October 28, 2005, Mitsuboshi was added as part of the rejection, 
apparently based upon the amendments of claim 1 and/or claim 5 presented September 
23, 2005. However, neither Nishiyama nor Fukushima disclose the limitations of claim 5. 
Mitsuboshi was cited only with respect to structures including gaps between respective 
pairs of magnets, not with respect to the limitations of claim 5 regarding the offset of 
pairs of north and south poles in respective rows of the magnets. 

Applicants again point out that the subject matter of claim 5 relates to the second 
embodiment of the invention described in the patent application with respect to Figures 
10 and 1 1 at pages 15-17 of the patent application. The more useful of Figures 10 and 1 1 
in understanding the limitations of claim 5 is Figure 1 1 . Figure 1 1 shows one of the two 
rows of magnets of Figure 10, but in plan view, so that the angular offset of pairs of 
magnets can be clearly observed. It is this offset that is described in claim 5. 

Consider, for example, the pair of magnets at the one o'clock position of Figure 
1 1 . Those magnets have centers offset by 45 degrees. Then, consider the pair of magnets 
shown at the twelve o'clock position in Figure 1 1 . That pair of magnets has centers that 
are offset by 48.75 degrees. This pattern continues around the circumference of the row 
of magnets. Three different angular separations between the centers of adjacent pairs of 
magnets in a repeating pattern are clearly shown in Figure 1 1 and described at pages 15- 
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17 of the patent application. As explained in the patent application and in claim 5 pairs of 
north and south poles of magnets that are adjacent to each other in each of the rows of the 
structure shown in Figure 10 of the patent application are not symmetrically arranged 
around the circumference of the row. Rather, there is an angular offset between 
respective pairs of north and south poles as described in claim 5. The patent application 
points out that the unsymmetrical arrangement provides a reduction in the fundamental 
component and the second harmonic component of the cogging torque. See pages 16 and 
17 of the patent application. 

There is no description in any of Nishiyama, Fukushima, or Mitsuboshi of the 
structure that is the subject of claim 5, which encompasses the structure of Figures 10 and 
1 1 of the patent application. Rather, every structure described in those prior art 
publications has entirely symmetrical arrangements of the north and south poles within 
each row of magnets. Therefore, a very important feature of claim 5 is not disclosed 
anywhere in any of the three references so that no combination of the three publications 
could establish prima facie obviousness of claim 5 or of its dependent claims 1 1 and 4. 
Moreover, no Office Action has ever addressed the limitations of claim 5 or asserted that 
there is such a disclosure in any prior art publication cited in the prosecution of this patent 
application. Claim 5 and its dependent claims are clearly patentable and, upon 
reconsideration, the rejection of claims 4 and 5 should be withdrawn with respect to the 
claims presented here as well as with respect to claim 1 1 . 

No new issues are presented by the foregoing amendment because claim 5 is 
rewritten in independent form but is exactly the same as previously examined claim 5. 
Further, no more claims are added to the patent application than the number of finally 
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rejected claims that are cancelled. Therefore, this Amendment should be entered at least 
for purposes of appeal, even if the Examiner erroneously maintains the rejection. 
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